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HIS SON ASK BREAD... 


2 by llanon Moon 


Miss Moon, Box 74, Willis, Texas, is organist and choir director of the Methodist Church in 
illis, where her father was pastor for several years. She teaches Latin at the high school in Con- 
roe, Texas. She says: 


“My Latin students learn a lot about the decline and fall of ancient Rome. They learn that 
any great nation seals its own doom when its people betray or abandon the principles which made 
it great. I try to teach them something about the noble principles which are the bedrock of our 
own civilization, so that they can detect efforts to corrupt those principles. 


“As a result, many of my students recognize socialist-communist subversion when they see it, 
regardless of its guise, however clever or superficially attractive. 


“Last summer, when a group of my Latin students in Conroe were preparing to go to the 
Methodist Youth Convocation, they talked to me about it, promising to bring back a complete 
report. They were faithful to that promise. This article is based entirely on the notes they took 
while there, and on the programs, leaflets, bulletins, and other materials they brought back.” 


D. Christians care if their young people are taught socialism, racism, and one-worldism? Do 
they care if the future leaders of their church follow the pro-communist course being set for them 
by some of their present leaders? 


If Christian laymen do not care what happens to their country, and to their own children, they 
can, by silence and lethargy, continue to surrender their young to the training of the subversive 
elements in their churches. But if they wish to save their civilization from these subversive forces, 
it is high time (indeed, past time) for them to examine the Sunday School literature, the youth direc- 
tors, and the young peoples’ organizations perpetrated on the coming generation. 


Fo: example: 


On August 24, 1959, six thousand young people convened at Purdue University to attend the 
Seventh Quadrennial National Convocation of Methodist Youth. 
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The purpose of such a convocation might con- 
ceivably be to hand down to the next generation 
of Methodists the traditions and practice of our 
Christian civilization. But the program of this 
five-day gathering looked more like a communist 
youth festival than a Christian church meeting. 


Diiceiaac groups were assigned such subjects 
as “International Youth Exchange,” “Labor Man- 
agement Relations,’ “The Place of the United 
Nations in the World Today,” “U. S. Foreign 
Policy: Its Relation to International Affairs,” “U. 
S. Responsibility to Underdeveloped Countries,” 
“Hot Spots’ in the World Today,” and “Dis- 
armament and Nuclear Tests.” 


The Reverend Mr. Carl D. Soule guided the 
young folks on “Communist China and American 
Foreign Policy.” According to Circuit Riders, Inc., 
this Reverend Mr. Soule is a member of three 
Communist front organizations. Mr. Soule, of 
course, assured young Methodists that the United 
States ought to recognize Communist China, bring 
her into the United Nations, and hand Formosa 
over to her. 


Does Mr. Soule not know that the Chinese 
Communists have murdered more than 140,000 
Chinese Christians for no reason except that they 
were Christians? 


Dare Randall, Department of International 
Affairs, of the National Council of Churches, led 
Methodist youth in discussing “The Role of the 
Church in International Affairs.” 


Anyone representing the National Council of 
Churches must subscribe to that Council’s belief, 
and that puts Mr. Randall definitely on the left. 


Haroia Stassen, former vice-president of the 
National Council of Churches, was at the Youth 
Convocation too. He attempted to convince young 
Methodists that the United States should end nu- 
clear testing. Mr. Khrushchev must be purring 
deeply in his communist chest at this bait thrown 
out to American youth. He knows, as Stassen 
should, that without our nuclear weapons Russia 


can overwhelm us with her unlimited manpower. 


But the star of the show was Eleanor Roosevelt. 
She was there to champion one-worldism and co- 
existence, despite the fact that Lenin, Stalin, and 
Khrushchev have emphatically reiterated that 
there can be no co-existence between the United 
States and Russia and that they will push us into 
the grave and bury us under their communism. 


0. the same program with the arch one-world- 
ers, Stassen and Roosevelt, was a film edited by 
Bernard Birnbaum. The film, after beginning with 
a shot of Mrs. Roosevelt in conversation with 
Khrushchev, purported to show various scenes 
supposedly characteristic of various countries. And 
what did young Methodists see as typical of their 
United States? They saw the Little Rock crisis! 
What did they see as representative of South 
America? They witnessed the Vice-President of 
the United States being insulted and bespattered 
with refuse by communist agitators! In the Rus- 
sian sequence they viewed the mighty Soviet army 
marching. 


It was the old subversive trick of exaggerating 
American embarrassment and advertising Russia’s 
self-styled triumphs. It was a warning to Metho- 
dist youth that Russia is invincible and that Amer- 
ican youth, like Hungarian youth, is helpless 
against the might of Communism. 


The implication of such a slanted selection of 
material was clear to all the young Methodists 
who have been trained in the techniques of leftist 
propaganda; but most of those six thousand young 
people failed to recognize the subtle, subconscious 
undermining of their faith in themselves and their 
country implanted by that film. 


But the planners of the Convocation had better 
and more subtle tricks than slanted films. They 
were particularly adept in devising methods of 
severing young Methodists from their glorious 
past. The technique of cutting youth off from its 
history and traditions is guaranteed to destroy any 
civilization, and the planners abjured the old-time 


religion and its place as the firm foundation of our 
national life. 
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In their booklet, An Introduction to the Themes 
of the Convocation, they assumed that our nation 
is “dissatisfied with the traditional values,” and in 
Section III they said, “For this reason the art forms 
used at the Convocation will be contemporary. 
There will be no return to historic symbols in 
worship except as they have meaning for the 
present.” 


The planners, obviously, set themselves up as 
arbiters of what has “meaning for the present.” 


They staged “An Exhibit of Contemporary 
Religious Art.” Just what religion they were ex- 
hibiting they did not say, but those cognizant of 
contemporary painting know that it serves the 
communist cause. For those Methodists who have 
not heard that the atrocities of modern painting 
are often communist inspired, a perusal of George 
A. Dondero’s speeches to the Eighty-First and 
Eighty-Fourth sessions of the United States Con- 
gress will be most enlightening. These speeches 
will be found in the Congressional Record under 
the dates of August 16, 1949; June 14, 1956; and 
July 20, 1956. 


While the horrible shapes of contemporary 
painting distracted the attention of the young from 
the ‘traditional values” of their Christian religion, 
the literature, music, dance, and drama of the 
Convocation presented their ultra modernism with 
emphasis on national and race conflict. One won- 
ders if the reverend brethren who planned the 
program have ever heard that the gospel of Jesus 
was aimed at the individual—not at groups, 
races, and nations. If we are to believe the New 
Testament, Jesus had nothing to do with “group 
dynamics,” and mob manipulation. 


| ae Methodists heard plenty about jazz at 
their meeting. But what about Jesus? 


In all the fifty subjects listed for group discus- 
sion not once was the name of Jesus mentioned. 
Was not Jesus the founder of the Christian 
religion? Does God have anything to do with 
Methodism? His name does not appear in those 
fifty subjects. 


= discussion groups had as their subject “The 
Creative Use of the Bible.” The printed one-page 


suggestions for “Individual Bible Study’ said, 
“Get the Revised Standard Version Reference 
Bible.” 


The translation of the Revised Standard Version 
was sponsored by the National Council of 
Churches which owns the copyright and receives 
a large percentage of the royalty from its sales. 
Thirty of the ninety-five men officially connected 
with its translation have records of affiliation with 
pro-communist fronts, activities, and publications. 


For those who would like parallel comparison 
of some of the most noxious passages of the Re- 
vised Standard Version, Faith Enterprise in Corpus 
Christi, Texas, has prepared a folder with the 
King James Version on one side of the page and 
the corresponding Revised Standard Version on 
the other. 


The King James Version is not only our tradi- 
tional English translation of the Bible but it is 
among the world’s greatest literature. The Revised 
Standard Version is at times a more accurate trans- 
lation, but to substitute the grandeur and majesty 
of the King James Version for the journalese of 
the morning paper is to cheat Christian youth of 
its noblest heritage. 


Many of the young people who attended the 
Convocation admitted that there was nothing in 
the whole Convocation except the Communion 
Service to elevate the mind, consecrate the heart, 
and ennoble the soul. Strange that only the Com- 
munion Service should have inspired them: the 
Communion is one of those “historic symbols in 
worship.” 


Oniy those who spend their lives working with 
youth know their deep emotional convictions, their 
high idealism, and their yearning for true nobility. 
In Christian civilization all youth is seeking for 
the good, the great, and the noble in life. Con- 
sciously or unconsciously, the young people who 
went to the Methodist Convocation were expect- 
ing the inspiration of high ideals that Christian 
youth always seeks. What they got was socialism, 
racism, and one-worldism. 
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“If his son ask bread, will he give him a stone?” 


ACADEMIC FREEDOM 


I. the February 8, 1960, issue of this Report, I 
reported on a controversy at Southern Methodist 
University, in Dallas, involving a magazine article 
entitled “S.M.U. Pampers Leftism.” SMU officials 
had reacted angrily, saying the article lied, claim- 
ing that the SMU faculty is ‘overwhelmingly 
conservative.” 


The Dallas Morning News, after a survey 
among students, said that not one SMU student 
could be found who knows what leftism is. The 
News interviewed ten students, naming three of 
them. 


This thing looked out of focus to me. I felt 
there was more political literacy at SMU than the 
News survey indicated. I called one person who 
has acquaintances at SMU, saying that if there 
were any students at SMU who know what “‘eft- 
ism’ is and who would like to discuss it, for pub- 
lication, I would interview them. 


That night, January 26, 1960, four SMU stu- 
dents, who said they did want to talk about “left- 
ism at SMU,” came to my home. I told the students 
that, if I published anything at all, I would not 
use their names unless they asked me to. I made 
it emphatically clear that I was not urging or even 
asking them to say anything for publication, or to 
say anything at all. I interviewed the students, 
one at a time, but in the presence of everyone in 
the room: the other three students, the lady who 
had invited them, and Mrs. Smoot. 


M, questioning was strictly journalistic. I asked 
each student whether he had read the article 
“S. M. U. Pampers Leftism.” If he had (two had, 
two had not), I asked him whether he thought 
the allegation indicated by that headline was ac- 
curate. Two of them said “yes.” Two of them said 


“yes, except that the article is an understatement.” 
I then asked each one to define “‘leftism.” Their 
definitions were virtually identical and, I thought, 
remarkably good, since they coincided with my 
own. 


Generally, they defined “‘leftism” as belief in an 
all-powerful centralized government which should 
control and manage the lives of people in order to 
provide security and welfare. After each student 
had defined “leftism’” I asked him what specific 
reasons he had for believing that SMU pampers 
leftism. Mrs. Smoot took complete stenographic 
notes on all questions and answers. 


When the interviews were finished, I asked each 
student individually whether he wanted his name 
used. Three said they did. One said he feared 
reprisals. 


A, soon as the statements were typed, and the 
whole Report in which they were to appear had 
been completed, I called each of the three stu- 
dents who had asked that their names be used. I 
not only read them their own statements but re- 
viewed the whole Report so that they could see 
the context in which their statements would ap- 
pear. Each one said my reporting was exact and 
true, and the context quite proper. Before the 
Report went to press, one of the three students 
called to say that, for tactical reasons, he had 
changed his mind about having his name used. I 
deleted his entire statement from my Report. 


In addition to these four students, I interviewed 
9 others, 7 of them by telephone — all in the same 
general way. All of them made approximately 
the same kind of statements. 


B, the time my Report went to press, only two 
of the students whom I had interviewed were still 
saying they wanted me to use their names. Most 
of the other 11 said they feared faculty reprisals 
if they spoke out. The two students who asked me 
to use their names were Gregg Wallace, Jr. and 
Madison Wright. Wright is a graduate of SMU, 
now a second-year student in the law school there. 


0. February 9, 1960 (the day after my Report 
was published) Madison Wright called me. He 
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had impressed me as a mature, intelligent, and 
very articulate young man. Now he sounded in- 
coherent. He kept repeating, 

“Mr. Smoot, I don’t know what’s going to hap- 
pen; they're really putting the pressure on me 
out here.” 

I asked him who was putting what kind of pres- 
sure. He said he had been called to the dean’s 
office and had spent two or three hours in the 
Campus office. The Campus is the student news- 
paper. When I asked him specifically whom he 
had talked to, the boy would just repeat over and 
over, 

“Mr. Smoot, you don’t know what it’s like. You 
don’t know what it’s like. They told me I had to 


make a public denial of that statement I made 
to you.” 


I asked him whether the statement he had given 
me was accurate and truthful. 


“Oh, yes, of course it’s the truth,” he said. 


I asked him what they in the dean’s office and 
in the Campus threatened to do to him if he didn’t 
make a public denial. He said: 


“I can’t say that any faculty member in the 
dean’s office really threatened me. They just told 
me that I had done an indiscreet thing and that 
they thought, for my own sake, I ought to retract 
the statement.” 


| asked him what had happened in the Campus 
office. He said: 


“They told me that if I didn’t retract that state- 
ment I gave you, they would ruin me. They told 
me that I'd never get in another law school or get 
a decent job.” 


“What did you tell them, Madison?” I asked. 


“Mr. Smoot, you just don’t understand; you 
just don’t understand . . . ” he repeated several 
times. 


“Madison,” I said, “Did you make a retraction 
of the statement you gave me?” 


“Mr. Smoot,” he said, “You just don’t under- 
stand. I had to!” 


“What statement did you make for publication, 
Madison?” I asked. 


He read me the statement, which began “I was 
solicited to participate ....” 


“Wait a minute, Madison,” I said. “No one 
solicited you to come to my home.” 


“Of course, not,” he said. “I actually started my 
statement by saying I was ‘invited’ but they told 
me I'd have to make it stronger. They told me to 
say ‘solicited’.” 


| asked Madison to read the entire statement 
which he had made for publication in the SMU 
Campus. Here it is: 


“I was solicited to participate in a discussion 
on SMU without knowing the topic of discussion 
and was told that student leaders were to ‘give 
statements.’ 


“Such extremist and alarmist reports lead read- 
ers to believe SMU pampers communism, which 
is definitely not true and does not give proper 
perspective to any issue, if one exists. The article 
was not printed as it was represented to me before 
publication. 


“Any university has leftism, liberalism, or 
whatever you call it, but SMU has no more than 
any other Good university where the administra- 
tion, faculty and students take their responsibility 
seriously.” 


| asked Madison Wright whether that state- 
ment was any where near the truth. He said: 


“Of course not. What I told you the other night 
is the truth. But I had to make that statement to 
the Campus.” 


“Madison,” I said, “I deeply regret that you 
ever came to my house and got in this trouble; 
but don’t you realize that you cannot live with 
your own conscience if you now go on record with 
something which you know is a deliberate lie?” 


H. started sobbing. He said: 
“Mr. Smoot, I didn’t know what to do!” 


“Madison,” I said, “When a man is faced with 
a choice between truth and a lie, he never has 
any doubts about which to take.” 


“I know, I know, Mr. Smoot,” he said, “but 
I felt exactly like some of those people who 
go through a communist brainwashing session. 
That’s exactly what they put me through. They 
kept hammering at me until I didn’t know what 
was truth and what wasn’t. They told me that I 
was too stupid to understand what I had said to 
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you, and before I got out of there, I was believing 
them.” 


The next day, February 10, 1960, the SMU 
Campus published Madison Wright’s retraction, 
as quoted above, together with comment from 
SMU students and faculty members about not 
wanting to “roll around in the gutter” with such 
political agitators as the ‘‘author’” (meaning Dan 
Smoot) who “can get financial support” for writ- 
ing such things. 


This article in the SMU Campus never named 
me or The Dan Smoot Report. A few quotations 
from my article, “SMU Educators,” made it clear 
that I was the “political agitator” being referred 
to; but the quoted comments from students and 
faculty members look as if none of the persons 
quoted had ever read my Report, because their 
criticism was not in any way responsive to what I 


had said. 


Gregg Wallace, Jr. (the other SMU student 
whose name I had used in my article “SMU Edu- 
cators”) said: 


“On Tuesday, February 9, 1960, when I heard 
that Madison Wright had repudiated, or quali- 
fied, his statement to you, I was amazed. Madison 
is a close friend of mine, and I knew something 
had happened to him. I went to see him imme- 
diately. 


“I reminded Madison that he was not ‘solicited’ 
to come to your home; but rather that I had 
merely called him to say I was going to Dan 
Smoot’s home to discuss the charges about leftism 
at SMU and had asked him whether he wanted to 
go along —and he had said, with considerable 
enthusiasm, that he did want to go with me for 
that purpose. 


“Madison admitted that it was not correct to 
say he had been ‘solicited’ to come to your home, 
but said that was the way ‘they’ wanted him to 
say it. Madison was extremely nervous and 
jumpy, and did not want to discuss the affair with 
me at all. I know Madison well; and, from look- 
ing at him, I was convinced that intense pres- 
sures had been put on him to make him give the 
Campus the statement he did. I flatly told him 
his statement to the Campus was untrue and that 
I knew he had been pressured into making it. 


He nodded that I was correct but absolutely re- 
fused to discuss it any further. He refused to tell 
me specifically who put pressure on him or how. 


“It is very apparent to me that SMU ‘liberals’ 
(who claim such devotion to ‘academic freedom’ 
and claim to believe in everyone's right to express 
his ideas without fear) are violently intolerant of 
ideas that conflict with their own and will go to 
any length to suppress freedom of expression, 
when they don’t agree with what is expressed. 


“Madison knows that you reported him ac- 
curately — and that you leaned over backward in 
urging him not to use his name if he feared it 
would cause him trouble. Madison, that night 
when we talked to you, clearly revealed that he 
felt exactly as I did: this was an important issue 
and he wanted to be publicly identified as telling 
the truth about it.” 


- Wallace, Jr., who came to SMU as the 
most outstanding boy in his high school gradu- 
ating class at Conroe, Texas, was, while at Conroe 
High, a student in the Latin class of Ilanon Moon, 
who wrote the article “If His Son Ask Bread...” 


in this issue. 
* 


AN IMPORTANT ELECTION 


J . Evetts Haley, Jr., Canyon, Texas, is a candi- 
date for election to the Texas House of Represen- 
tatives, from the 94th ‘flotorial’ district in west 
Texas. 


Haley made a national reputation as a leader 
among the independent farmers and ranchers who, 
at great personal sacrifice, have fought the federal 
government’s disastrous programs of socializing, 
or communizing, American agriculture, under the 
pretense of “helping our farmers.” 


The government imposed a $506.11 fine on 
young Haley (now 28) for growing 43 acres of 
wheat on his 1660-acre cattle ranch in Oklahoma, 
during a year (1956) when the Agricultural Stabi- 
lization Committee had given him a zero allot- 
ment. 


Haley — who had never taken any kind of gov- 
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ernment subsidy, who raised the wheat to feed his 
own cattle on his own land, and who thinks that 
all government subsidies and controls on farmers 
violate God-given freedoms which the Constitu- 
tion clearly protects — refused to pay the fine, 
hoping to test the constitutionality of the whole 
agricultural program. 


Haley’s case went into a federal court (in Dal- 
las) presided over by a truly great American 
jurist: Judge T. Whitfield Davidson, who has had 
a lifetime of experience on the bench. 


0. September 9, 1958, Judge Davidson handed 
down a decision (see “God Bless This Honorable 
Court,” The Dan Smoot Report, September 22, 
1958, for full text) which said the federal farm 
program is destroying basic Christian concepts of 
freedom, that the whole program is unlawful be- 
cause it is not authorized by the Constitution. 


0). February 24, 1959, the United States Su- 
preme Court (without giving the defendant a 
hearing, or permitting his lawyers to make argu- 
ments, or even notifying them of impending 
action) summarily overturned Judge Davidson's 
Haley case decision with a terse four word state- 
ment: “The Judgment is reversed.” 


But Haley has not yet paid the fine; and in 
carrying on this fight against impossible odds, he 
has become an important symbol. 


l. will take political action to roll back the 
socialist revolution and restore constitutional gov- 
ernment in America. This means that men who 
believe in freedom under constitutional govern- 
ment must be elected to public office. Can they 
be? Can a man who promises to keep government 
from harassing people with taxes and controls for 
unconstitutional programs, be elected against a 
politician who promises all groups of voters some- 
thing-for-nothing out of the public treasury? 


The outcome of Evetts Haley, Jr.’s campaign 
will throw some light on that question. Haley’s 
principal opponent—the incumbent, Ted L. 
Springer, who is asking for a third term — is the 
union bosses’ candidate. During the last session 
of the Texas legislature, he voted 21 times (on 24 
issues) as the union bosses demanded. He is sup- 
porting the union bosses’ demand for repeal of 
the Texas right-to-work law and for enactment of 
a state income tax. To his constituents who are not 
union bosses, he promises any and everything that 
tax money and government regulations allegedly 
can provide. 


The freedom-versus-socialism issue was clearly 
drawn as long as Haley and Springer were the 
only candidates. But, as often happens, the issue 
was confused by the last-minute filing of a third 
candidate: General William L. Lee, a retired Air 
Force officer who has a splendid record of military 
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service; who seems, unquestionably, to be a fine 
man; and whose campaign theme is “American- 
ism.” No one questions the sincerity of General 
Lee’s ‘‘Americanism.” Yet the very fact that Sena- 
tor Lyndon Johnson, publicly and recently, paid 
glowing tribute to him may indicate that his 
“Americanism” is not considered harmful to the 
governmental programs which are crushing free- 
dom out of our economic system and pushing the 
nation into a quagmire of socialism — programs 
which Lyndon Johnson supports. 


General Lee may receive the support of people 
who revere constitutional government but who 
want to be “moderate” about it: they believe in 
constitutional principles, but a candidate like 
young Haley who stands uncompromisingly on 
those principles is just too “immoderate.” 


Union bosses and all honest leftwingers will 
certainly support the union boss candidate, Spring- 
et. The union bosses will no doubt see to it that 
Springer gets whatever money support he needs 
from outside his district, or outside the state, if 
necessary. 


Will patriots throughout the nation — the ones 
who have been saying for years that young men 
with Haley’s principles should get into politics — 
give him enough help to tell the freedom story to 
the people of his district before they go to the 
polls on May 7? 


l asked Evetts Haley, Jr. why he chose to run 
for a state, rather than a federal, office. He said: 


“For one thing, I'd like to focus attention on 
the importance of state governments. One reason 
why the socialists have managed to undermine 
our American system of a federation of sovereign 
states is that many people no longer think of 
their state governments as being important. Even 
people who want a restoration of states rights 
often think in terms only of doing something 
about it in Washington. I think the state capitols 
should be important scenes in the great battle for 
states rights.” 


L. every state, there are, this year, men like 
Evetts Haley, Jr. getting into politics, with plat- 
forms based squarely on constitutional principles. 
I do not have the facilities to investigate, nor the 
space even to list, all such candidates. But it is 
immensely important to the cause of freedom that 
voters in every district find out about these men, 
and give them maximum support, if they deserve 
support, regardless of their party affiliation. 


If the voters will begin to elect enough of these 
men to prove that candidates who stand for con- 
stitutional principles can be elected, we will be 
on our way toward political action to restore the 
American constitutional republic. 
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